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REMARKS 

Election/Restrictions 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's argument that the claims should be 
restricted due to being related as subcombinations ("systems requiring additional steering logic 
to shared resource" and "systems not requiring additional steering logic to shared resource"). 
Applicants respectfully note that the Examiner has already searched both subcombinations as 
evidenced in the Office Action dated June 29, 2006 which considered all of the originally filed 
claims 1-36, including both subcombinations. 

In addition. Applicants note that the Examiner is required to show that there would be a 
serious search and examination burden if restriction were not required. The Examiner has not 
made this prima facie showing and thus the Examiner's current restriction is improper. In the 
Office Action dated 4/7/2008, page 3, the Examiner merely listed possible ways to meet this 
burden, but the Examiner has not stated which one applies and why. In addition, as the 
Examiner has already searched both subcombinations (see Office Action dated June 29, 2006), 
such a search was, and is, clearly not a burden. 

Also, Applicants respectfully argue that canceling claims is not an election. Applicants 
have not elected the subcombination which the Examiner labeled "systems requiring additional 
steering logic to shared resource". And in fact. Applicants herein provisionally elect the 
subcombination which the Examiner labeled "systems not requiring additional steering logic to 
shared resource". 

However, to move this case to resolution and allowance, Applicants have added a 
generic claim 77 that covers both subcombinations and has already been searched (it is original 
claim 22 rewritten in independent form with all of the limitations of independent claim 20 and all 
intervening dependent claims, i.e. claim 21). As the Examiner has already searched the text of 
this claim for this case, there is no reasonable way for the Examiner to argue that searching this 
claim would be a "serious search and examination burden". 

Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to examine all of the presently pending 

claims. 

Claim Rejections under Watkins - 35 USC 103(a) 

Claims 25-36 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Watkins et 
al. (US 2003/0182492). Claim 25 expressly states "a resource coupled to the system bus and 
useable by the first bus master and the second bus master, wherein the resource is 
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configurable to be owned by at least one of the first bus master and the second bus master, 
wherein the resource establishes a communication path between the resource and at least one 
of the first bus master and the second bus master , wherein the communication path is used to 
transfer at least one additional signal between the resource and the at least one of the first bus 
master and the second bus master, and wherein the communication path is determined by the 
resource ". Claim 34 expressly states "establishing a communication path between a resource 
coupled to the system bus and at least one of a plurality of bus masters coupled to the system 
bus, wherein the communication path is determined and controlled by the resource ". (See e.g.. 
Specification, page 9, lines 1-7). 

In the Examiner's Office Action dated 12 June 2007, the Examiner admitted that Watkins 
does not specifically disclose a data processing system wherein the communication path is 
determined by the resource. In addition, claim 25 now has language stating that the resource 
establishes as well as determines a communication path between the resource and at least one 
of the first bus master and the second bus master, and claim 34 now has language stating that 
the communication path Is controlled by as well as determined by the resource. Watkins does 
not teach or even suggest that the communication path Is established or controlled by the 
resource (per the Examiner, device 30 In FIG. 7 of Watkins teaches the resource). In fact, 
Watkins teaches away from this by teaching that the bridge 12, not device 30, establishes and 
controls the communication path. (See Watkins, paragraphs [0014], [0016], [0017], [0023], and 
[0025].) 

One advantage of the claimed Invention over Watkins Is that a direct communication can 
be made (see FIG. 1, conductors 101, 102) between the resource 100 and the bus masters 12, 
14. Referring to FIG. 7 of Watkins, no such direct communications between device 30 and 
processing sets 14 and 16 can take place in Watkins. Watkins must use a bridge 12 to act as 
an intermediate interface and route all communications between device 30 and processing sets 
14 and 16. Any time circuitry is added (e.g. bridge 12) between communicating blocks of 
circuitry (e.g. between the device 30 and processing sets 14 and 16), one of the negative effects 
that may result is that the intermediate circuitry (e.g. bridge 1 2) can act to slow the actual 
communication. By removing the need for bridge 12, the claimed Invention may operate more 
efficiently. 

As to new claim 77, Watkins does not teach or even suggest "when the resource Is 
unowned by any of the plurality of bus masters, establishing the communication path between 
the resource and the at least one of the bus masters based on a map definition defined by a first 
master of the plurality of bus masters". Specifically, paragraph 78 of Watkins teaches a 
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combined mode where all interrupts are routed to all processors. This has nothing to do with 
"when the resource is unowned" and teaches nothing about "establishing the communication 
path between the resource and the at least one of the bus masters based on a map definition 
defined by a first master of the plurality of bus masters". For at least these reasons, claim 77 is 
allowable over the prior art of record. 

The dependent claims are allowable for at least the reasons given above for the 
independent claims. 

The Office Action contains numerous statements characterizing the claims, the 
Specification, and the prior art. Regardless of whether such statements were addressed by 
Applicants, Applicants refuse to subscribe to any of these statements, unless expressly 
indicated by Applicants. 

Applicants believe the application is in condition for allowance which action is 
respectfully solicited. Please contact Susan C. Hill if there are any issues regarding this 
communication or the current Application. 

If Applicant has overlooked any additional fees, or if any overpayment has been made, 
the Commissioner is hereby authorized to credit or debit Deposit Account 503079, Freescale 
Semiconductor, Inc. 



Respectfully submitted. 



SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO: 



By: /Susan Hill/. 



Freescale Semiconductor, Inc. 
Law Department 
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